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Hre7 rlann4nc Phase Evaluation Report

The Major evaluation tasks of this phase b the project included

1) familiariting ourselves with formal plans for the proposed training;

2) develdting temi-structured interview acjendat tc ute during the pIanninc

and sutmer inetitute phases; 3) deve,oping baseline instructional profiles

that include participants' reasons for joining and their goals for the

prOjec; and 4) developing school effectiveness/achievement profiles based

upon the Connecticut survey and student achievement data. This report

detailt Our findings and then summarizes the ttrengths and weaknesses of

the plannind phase. The report is based on data from interviews with a

total of 21 teachers (seven from each schobl) Who Will be participating

in HESI fOr the entire six weeks, six teachers Who have chosen not to

participate, six paracrofessionals, four building adtinistrators, Mary

Wilson, Project Coordinator; and Hilary Freedman, Building Leader;

We alsO had brief conversations with several people involved in planning

training for the paraprofessionals and parents and attended a planning

meeting fOr the parent training. In all, we had the opportunity to speak

with a subttantial cross-section of participantt; all of whom gave gener-

ously of their title and insights.

For the quantitative analysisi Connecticut School Effectiveness

Questionnaire data were gathered by the State Education Department staff

with a follOw-up Of non-respondents conducted by the evaluators; The

Metropolitan AchieVement Test data were obtained from the Hartford city-

wide testing prodram.
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PLANNING FOP THE PROIECT

By the end of 0U:id, it Wat clear that a promising format had been

developed for HESI: One that had the virtue of combining lectures with

clihital eXperience and toaching one that included all the key actOrt

teachert, principals and paraprofess4.onals. In addition, all of the com-

plicated logistics for the summer training component were complete; Teachers

had been assigned to partners, r!oathet and Classrooms building facilitators

were functioning to inSure that teathers from each school had the necessary

teaching supplies aVailable at the King school; the transportation schedule

was develdped With paraprofessionals assigned to a rotating bUt Schedule

and, of course, the trainers had been scheduled: Rob Hunter fOr the first

week and Carole HeIstrom Rcbert Gutzman, Faye ParMalee, William Bircher

and John Del- Grego for the clinical training Weeks;

During this phase of the p_oject; was not possible to evaluate the

orc:anization or content focut cf the formal training, as no written rlans

were availahle. At the re:EueSt of Mary Wilson, Roh Hunter sent a list of

general training objectives; but did not indicate what he would régUite Of

participantt, What the activities or specific content of training Would be;

or hoW he or HES: staff might evaluate the impact of his part Of the training.

The same evaluation issue arises with retpett tb plans for the additional

training which will be proVided during the clinical experience. Carole

Helstrom is coordinating the formal training durino the summer, and her

familiarity with HUhter and extensive experience in working with teachert

and prinCipalt shOuld serve HESI well. It is likely that the Various com-

ponehtS will be well presented and will build on, sUppleMeht, reinforce, and

extend tach other However, we do not have Sufficient information at this

time from which to draw any more specific conclusions.



.
The absence of a tpetifit detcription of the project and its com-

ponent parts: iS perhaps the tauSe of participants' very sketchy ideas

about the project. There were no teachers who could deScribe the pro-

posed content or goals of HESI in other than global tetMs--"to make me a

better teacher." Teachers at SAND :lad a greater Working verbal knowledge

of Madeline Hunter's work due to the printipal's year-long efforts to

infuse her ideas into the instrUt.tidnal focus of the staff; but they too

were unsure about the Spetific goals of the project. Why, then, did

teachers choose tO participate?

Reasons_for_ Particinating

We heard informally that many teathers Were participating for the

salary and/or the college credit available to them. Assuredly this is

true; but teachers' comMentt altt reveal that they are hoping to improve

their skills. In a senSe, they are trusting that the prcject, whatever

it is, will in fact help then: become better teachers. "To tell the trUth,

I don't really know whv I'm particicating," mused one teather. "I enioy

teatning a lot; and it sounded as if it might be SoMething different. It

sounded challencinc." Several other teachert ethted this sentiment.

A few expressed the hope that the project might deal directly with

their individual concernS. "I think it's something new and I'm going to

learn better techniguet, especially how to work with so many kids during

the year. Sometimet you have so many doubts about how t6 d6 thingS," con-

fided a teacher who was not alone in wanting HESI to reduce the ambiguity

e.nd Untertainty with which he lives each day.
_

"They said It was teacher

training, and I don't know everything. I need the money, but the main

thing is that I feel I need the training," was another typical response.

BEST COPY AVAIABLE
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Teachers may not understand what the project will proVide, bUt they have

a sense of what they believe they need. "I hope to learn some special

technique, especially since I'Ve had the kind of (difficult) class I've

had this year. I'm hoping to learn hOW to hand3i these children a little

bit better than I'Ve handled them this year," said a primary teacher.

A few teachert, perhaps reducing their uncertainty about the project,

said that they were planning to use HESI to develop various curriculum

units for use in the coming year; to try out team teac.ling and assess

whether they might want to continue it; and tO learn record keeping skills.

One third of the teachers interviewed said that they expected to learn

better management techniquet sC that student discipline problems would be

reduced. A teacher with a different orientation said, "I want tt be Able

to articUlatt, to explain how I know how to do what I do. I can't explain

what I dt. I can't (now ) say to neotle how I teach."

S6veral teachers are hoping that HES: Will re-excite them about

teach_ng. They are frustrated by WOrking below their owm standards an.d

are thinking of leaving the field if they cannot improve sufficiently to

make the work more rewarding. "I diOn't know why I'm participating,"

said one such teacher, "but I've lost a lot of my enthusiasm for teach-

ing, and maybe I tan get it back;" Another said that she Wanted tO be

"re-inVigotated" so that she could begin the fall With more enthusiasm

for the work; She has been frustrated by her inability to help special

education students progress very much eath year;

For the most part, then, participating teachers see the project as

an opportunity, despite the fact that they do not know what they will be

learning. "Thit it An eXcellent opportunity, concluded a novice teacher.

"Being a new.:y certified teacher, I want to glin all the knowledge I can



get._ I want it to helr me prc_ec.onally. I have a lot of the funaamen-

tals, but I want more. I'm eacer for the sumMet project." Tea:hers sound

as though they are eXpeotihg tO accomplish a great deal this summer.

_

Pree-tUrto_Participate; With respect to participation, there was in

eath School an undercurrent of suggestion that teachers haVe had little

thbice; that their principals if not central Office haVe coerced their

involvement. The experience of preatUte it real however, the number of

non-participating teachers Suggettt that there.was choice. We spoke with

six non-participating teachers who explained their own choices. Four of

them had other tuMMer .:0!..-k; or family or schooling commitments that could

hbt be Chanced. One strongly ob.ietted on principle to the procett by

Which HEST was adopted; (He did not object to the focuS.) This teacher

felt that HEST was imposed on the faculty by central office in clear viola-

tion cf the prOCess Of teacher pai:icipation in identifyinc prior±ti -and

setting goals defined 1:y the ConnecticUt Sthool Effectivemess Project.

Another teacher refuse= to participate because the salary was too low.

SOME teachert felt peer; not administrative pressure. Said one,

"Mott of the teathers here are doing it so what choice dO I haVe?"

teacher in another school had a similar perspective, nOtind that she

believed she should support other teachers; that SOMehoW the entire school

would be evaluated in terms of itS participation rate in HESI. Finally,

a few teachers expressed the fear that their performance evaluations would

be based on the teaching principlet they would learn in HEST. They chose

o participate to inture themselves satisfactory evaluations in the

coming year.

It it WOrth noting that teachers were not alone in s!iggeating that

they felt pressure to participa,-e. A few principalt and a,'Sistant
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principals ate less than enthusiastic about the training. Ote felt pressure

frorr his teachers: "The staff volunreered for it. I'm a leader, and I fig-

ured I'm supposed to particapate. They would gain, and 7 guess I would too."

Another remarked pointedly, "I had to be inVolved: I didn't decide," and

then tempered the remark by Adding, "BUt I would have done it anyway as a

part of the School Effectivenett Project."

In contratt ro thete perscectives; some principals, as some teachers,

saw nEsi as a valuable ornortunity. "I am participating because it Will

make my job easier. The things I want to eo for kids I can accomplish better

if I can communicate with the staff using the same languabe. There is a lot

we need to know in order tc benefit kidt better; and our lack of knowledge

stands between what we do and (then) doing tbre for the kids." Said another,

"Th logic of Madeline Hunter iS coMpelling. With it 2 can see myself as

an agent for imcroving instruction in the schooI;"

Summary: Proj-ezt Fw-us:Reascnt. for Participating. Al: this time,

expectatiOnt for 8 successful project are based or, a soUnd detign and on

the assumption that the people hired will deliver a high quality program.

Each person has a "package o_ sorts by whacn he or she i8 known. Although

the content of each of these "packaget" or modules has not been explained to

the participants, HESI coordinatóra have good reason to expect that they will

be of high qualitY and Will engage teachers principals, and parayrofessionals

in working to iMprOVe their skills with children. Neither the planners nor

the participatitt obUld articulate what improvement would look like, however;

what specifically participants would be able to do more effectively at the

end of the project;

Paraprofessionals, whom we have not mentioned previously, feel most



Unclear about the purpose of thei.:.7 partitipation. Some do not know whether

they will be working in classroomt in additiOh to riding the buses. They

have lttle if any idea of What the training will provide for them or what

they will be expected to do differently (if anything) in the coming academic

year. They appreciate the opportunity to work this summer, and hope to

improve their Skills 80 they are more effective with children.

SOrrie paraprofessionEls are pursuing teaching i.:ertification. These

ihdividuals; like tl-,e teachers, are using HES1 as an opportunity both to

learn and tc pick ur course credits.

Teachers, confronted with a sketchy outline of a project, have filled

in details and have created imaget of the project as they would like it to

be. To te extent that their ideas and hopes ara mismatched with the

project that it im1A.emented; teachers may be dissatisfied. On the other

hand, the project may indeed address teachers' a:,:eat of concern, in which

CE8E they Will evaluate it goite positively.

_INSTRUCTIONAL PROFILES

The instructional ptOfilet haVe been developed to serve three purpotet.

First, they provide bateline information about the extent to which HUhter's

vocabulary and ideat about diagnostic teaching are a part of teachert'

instructional tepertoire prior to training. Second, bedaute they are base-

line, they will enable us to cake some teacher- and prihtipal-specific com-

paritohs pre- and post-training. We Will be able to judge whether anyohe

thanged how he or she teaches ur supervises. Third; understanding teachért'

and principals' current reletionthips with each other with respect to
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instruction will permit ut to eXamine changes in that relationthip as a

function of teacher and prhoipal training; In sum; the Spring 1984 visits

to the schools provide the baseline data about individualt; interactions,

and schools from Which We will be able to evaluate the iMpaot of the HEST

project. The data are of interest now a= description, -not as avaluation.

Having theM Will allow us to notice change.

Becaute teachers; descriptions of their teaching -Iere quite siMilar

irreSpettive of the school in which the worked, we are presenting One

brOed description of teaching in the three schools. We are deVoting more

school-specific attention tO 1) the extent to which Hunter't ideas are pre-

valent in the sChobla hbW; and 2) principals' inVolVement with classroom

instruction; because schools vary on these dimenSiOns.

Instructional-Styles, During each interview we asked teachers to

describe hot.' they are teaching their current mathematics topic. (We chose

math becacte several research articlet about Hunter's techniques suggett

that their impact can be seen mott exlicitly in this subject.) Teachers

varied little in how chey eetcribed their teaching. Most talked of the need

to begin where the children are, to motivate the children, to go from the

concrete to the abstract, the simple to the complex. All talked about pro-

viding opportunitieS fOr students to practice what they are learning and

said that thej relied heavily on teacher-made and unit tests to determine

the sucCett of their teaching. They Alto tpoke of using children's bOdy

langLige and ability to answer quettiOnt during instruction as oh-gbing

clilet to the success 1)f instruction. One said he like to see children use

the learning in a new context to measure success.

Teachers report folloWing a structuredi similar lAttOn format each
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day. and they say they rely heavily on t.5.tt8 and other commercial materials

to determine the content of what they teach. Teachers talked abeilt the struc-

ture of their Workgrouping, testing; the influence of tithe. They did not

talk about the appropriateness or coordination of the COntent of what they

teach, the pacing of lessons, task analysis or variation in lesson design.

This does not mean that teachers are not conterned about these aspects

of teaChing, or that they do not vary the pace and design of their lessona.

It is to say that they do not talk aboUt these things when asked to talk

about their teaching. Had we had the opportunity to observe tea-Ching this

Spring, we might have seen these aspects of teaching. Having had to rely

on verbal description of clasaroom behavior, we can only report that we did

not hear teachers talk about these topics.

Atked Whether there is a dominant .ceaChind style in his building, one

principal said; "Most teachers teach in a conVentional style. They teach

Monday through Thdrsday ant: test on Friday. It's not a mastery learning

aptroac.h. Regardless of the test OUtcOte on Friday, people move on to the

next unit on Monda- This principal may be overstating the case, but it

is true that only one of the 21 teachers with whom we spoke reported using

a mastery approach.

Teachers' detcriptions do not dispute tnis general Obtervation. "I

teach leStOnt from the board," said one third grade teacher. "I don't use

concrete Materials; We all work together and de lessons on the board. Then

I super-Vise their follow-up work and then they have to do work on their oWn

Which I check to see if they 'anderstand. To check for understanding; I have

each child come to the board and do a problem." At the end of this process,

the teacher gives a test. Generally 85% suggests she can move on; but if'

11 BEST COPY AMLABLE
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the topic is difficult, she accepts 70% as sufficient.

Anothet teacher expressed the common reliance on commercial Material:8.

"There it A Monitoring card that goes along with the math book, and it goes

step by step telling what should be covered," shéexplàined. "It is minimal

competency; but I find it is a goot basis for me betaUse it means that I can

cover everything. I may spend more tiMe in tine area or another; I spent a

long time on fractions whereas I didn't With long division. I assume that

this system was set up by profettionals and they aren't going to giVe me

anything average tiX graders: can't handle."

Teachert in all three schools talk about the organization Of teaching

in classrooms; grouping; materials, testing. They do not talk about the art

Of lesson presentation; of task analysis; of continual detisiOn making; Each

of thsse is an important tcpic in Hunter's Model Of diagnostic teaching;

Knowledge of Diagn^Q--'- Teaching (MadelinS-HUhter)-; Althougl: none of

the teachers talk about the topics noted above, teachers at SAND are more

familiar with other aspects of Hunter't model and can speak some of the vocab=

ulary. (Teachers at the other Schools have heard of Hunter because they Were

given an article to read, but that is the extent of their knowledge.) For

example, Ohe SAND teacher reported that she knew that "Madeline Hunter did

researth and came up with the answers that we ih the tlassrooms don't have--

thtough research She condensed the retearch ihtO some patterns of how we

ought to teach. I think it has to cid Idth lesson planning; with

Thon what you are doing, with being exacting; ere are objectives,

modeling, practice, independent practice, and I think evaluation." We did

not speak with teachers in either Hooker or King who could so explicitly



articulate aspects of Hunter's model.

.

Some teachers at SAND, again in contrast to their colleagues at r ng

and Hooker, talked about specific lesson objectives when desCkibitiq their

teaching; Said onei "The objective of this lesSOn it to tath theM how to

compute percentaae. The long-range goal is to know that percentage means

100 and to use it practically, for eatnpla tmati buying sneakers on sale."

Ou7. deSariptiOn of thete differences is not meant to suggest that

teacher§ in ant School are inferior or superior to those in another with

respect ta their teaching. Rather, our purpose is to indicate that some have

hat: considerable exposure to the ideas that will be presented this summer,

and others have not. hike learners in classrooms everywhere; teachers in

HESI are beginning the project with different priOr eXperiences and knowledge.

We want to be able to take into ContideratiOn Where they were at the begin-

ning, when at the end we evalbate the impatt of the project; In that way,

we can better determine hoW MUch learning to attribute to the training, and

how much is a function of prior knowledge.

Prinzapa_ls' Involvement with Instruction. For the same reasons, we want

to deStribe current principal/teacher relations with respect to instruction.

We asked principa-s and teachers in each Of the sthaOlt ta describe the prin-

cipals involvement with evaluatiOn And supervislon of instruction. We asked

principals to describe what they expect of their teachers; and teachers to

describe what their principals expect of them with respect to instruction.

The three schools form a continuum on this issue.

Tee-chert at SAND report that although the principal evaluate§ them no

More often than is required by contract, when he doet obSérve classrooms, "he
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lookt for evidence of Madeline Hunter. He talks about anticipatory sets;

he asks cuestions about objectivet. He askt about how you teach and hoW

yOu end your lesson. He looks at letton plans. He wants us to use the

wards from the hand-outs, and he explains what they mean at facUlty meetings.

We have tons of hand=oUtt." When he comes in; the principal "Wants to know

how I mplement my letton plan;" and, added another teacher; "hew-ants more

than textbook Material. He wants us to provide activities for the children."

The principal at SAND has an overt and continuing focus on instruction and

his teachert are clear about what it it.

HOOker teachers describe their relation with their principal at "ih

tranzition." Although they ttrest his concern for attendanee, discipline;

imoroving test scores and a "calm environment," they note that in the past

few years he has begun ta spend more time in classroaMt. Teachers are un-

clear, however, abaUt what he is lockinc for. Said one; "I really don't

know what he it lOoking for; After he's aone an evaluation, he talks to

ut and tent us how he saw the lesson, and altO comments on distractiont if

there Were any; If he sees that we handle difficult situations well, he

Will alto give us positive feedbai-k." The principal noted hit increating

inVolvement with instruction and his need to learn more in Order to improve

teaching; He saide "I knaW haw to take script writing notes because there

have been workshops far administrators for the past feW years. But 1 don't

know how to help teachers plan how to imprioVe."

At King, there seems to be less eXplicit principal attention to instruc-

tion, at least from the perspectiVe of the teachers. They believe that the

principal expects them to teach, and that if they do so, he Will not get

inVolVed in their work. Said one teacher, "the principal expects me to be
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reliable and do the jOb. He doesn't explicitly say what he WantS and his

assistant Checkt the planbooks: He's a principal who let5 yoU do pretty

much what you want to do; which is good when you are doing the job; and

lousy When you are not doing the job." Said another, He expects te to

taihtain my classroom and cover the curriculum. He doesn't seem comfort-

able in the classroom."

The principal reports that he has explicit items in Mind when he

observes classrooms. He looks for time on taski the percentage of children

who are participating it the lesson beinc taught, the time it takes to get

from one leSSOn to ahOther; and how much or little chaoS and Confusion

accompany thete transitions. He reports noting hOw the teacher circulates

arouhd the room and whether the learning centert ahd bulletin boards are

attractive: He; like many of the teachers, is attending to the formal

structure of instruction. However, his teachers seem UhaWare of his interest

in these aspects oZ teachinc.

Summary: Instructional-Pro'iles. As teachers and principalt begin the

HESI project, they are brinoing with them a similar Method of teaching--one

that relies heaVily ot the use of texts and pencil aild Paper tasks--but

differeht levels of verbal knowledge about Madeline HOnter and different

relati0h8hips with one another with respect to an instructional focus in

the school. These differenceS do not imply an evaluation. They are a det-

tription of the starting Point: fOr teachers, principals and schoolS as they

begin the intensive Six-Week summer project.
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CONNECTICUT SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS QUESIZONNAIRE

Questionnaire Description. The_Connecticut School Effectivenett

Questionnaire was deVeloped by Vinanova, Gauthier, ProctOr And Shoemaker

(1981) to measure teVen school level alterable characterietics which are

defined in Table 1. The 100 items are responded to on a 5-point Likert

ecale (i.e., SD-SA): the sums of the iteM level responses are used to

generate tcores in the seven areas litted ih Table 2; The rationale and

deVelopmeht of the scale have been detcribed by Gauthier (1983) arid Villanova

(1964); Aloha internal cOntittenCy reIiabilities for 423 teathert and

stability reliabilitiee for 60 teachers are also litted in Table 2.

Data Collection- Quettionnaire data were gathered from faculty and

administrators at the three schools by State Department of Education staff

as part of the SDE school effertiveness study. Follow-up staff not respond-

ing at the SOL data gathering session was condUcted by the HESI evaluators

With the assistance of HESI promiect ttaff and the school principals. Table 3

presents a breakdown of the nuMber of respondents categorized by the number

of weeks of summer training. The response percentages for each School are

also included in the table.

Results. For each school the mean and standard deviation was calculated

for the schtiol effectiveness characterittict; Tables 4-6 present the Spring

1984 data fbr the Hooker, King ahd SAND schools broken out by the a:Mount Of

HESI training received dUrihg the 1984 Summer Institute. The tchoOl level

profilet presented in Figuret 1-3 are based upon the retpective means listed

in Tables 4-6.

1 6
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The mean level of perceived SChOol effectiveness for the three schools

Wat found to be consistent With pre-project data reported by Villanova (1964)

for 423 teachers representing 10 urban and suburban Connecticut schools;

For the HESI schools the Means of the characteristict generally were in the

low to mid "3" range Whith indicates that the reSpondents tended to either

be "undecided" (i.e., a rating of 3) or "agree" (i.e, a rating of 4) with

the ihdiVidual items;

Differences within schools acrott the three training levels were also

eXatined to see if staff participating in different amounts of HESI train-

ing differed in pre-pro-iect perceptions of school effectiVenett. Analyses

of variance condu ted for each characteristic indicated that no differences

existed in the staff perceptions;

An additional analysis examined the rankingt of the characteristics

for the three training time groups as well at at the total school level.

Perusal of the training time subgroup rankinct presented in Tables 7.=9

suggests that for all three schools the highest ratings across training

tithe grOups were associated with the characteristic labeled Clear School

MittiOn the lowest ratings tended to be found for the charatteristics

labeled Safe and Orderly EnVironment and Home and SchbOl Relations; Table 10

summarizes the overall School level rankings whiCh suggest some agreement

across the schOcilt. Since the means used for the rankings were actually

quite similar and generally in the low to mid 3 range on the 5-point scale;

it did hot appear applicable to Calculate the rank order correlatiOn coefficient.

Fihally, analyses among tchOOlt were not conducted at thit time since

the emphatis was on generating "baseline" HESI data. The final report

1 7
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(Spring 1965) will- document changet in ttaff perceptions at the tchool level.

STUDENT_ACHIEVEMENT

This section will dettribe the Spring 1984 achieveMent levels of the students

in the HESI target tthOols. Given the nature of th,a HESI teacher training,

the unit of data td be reported will be classroom means. In this way, base-
,

line achievement information can be detcribed for the combined partiCiPating

schoOlt prior to the SUMMEI training and 1984-1985 school year implementation.

The sl--.1-inq 1985
achievement data Will be reported in a tiMilat manner so that

the overall student achievement levels of teacher clattrooms participating

in various amounts of HEE: training (i.e., 6 weeks, 1 Week and no training)

tan be examined. Thue, We will be following teacherS as a classroom unit

and not individual ttudente over time.

Data Gatheri-ng. The Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) was administered

in mid-March and early April by the Hartford schools as part of the regular

citywide tetting program. In our evalUation proposal we described reterva-

tiont regarding the ahilit of such a norm-referenced survey measure to be

truly sensitive to instrUctici-ial improvement: It was deOided by the Hartford

tchools that no additidnal
objective-referenced me-attire could be administered.

It may be possible tO identify selected objectiVet and items from the MAT and

perform an objective-level analysiS of Classroom mastery levels for the Spring

1984 and Spring 1985 data to be repottea in the Spring 1985 report;

Data-Analysis; The data to be reported are grouped by grade level and

the amount of HESI training received by the classroom teacher during the
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Summer 1984 institute conducted by Robin Hunter. Mean and standard devia-

tiont are reported for NCE scores and the associated percentiles are list d

for each grade level and training time as well as classroom.

Results. The examination Of achievement levels across grade levels

and training timea it facilitated by the :-.1mmary of the classroom level

percentiles and NCE tcOres presented in Tablet 11-12 and Figures 4-7. The

first observation it that on the average, clastroom achievement is slightly

beloW grade level (SCAiIe) for most grade levels and MA7' areas. SecondlY;

there appear tc be no identifiable trends in the achievement levels across

the different teacher training tiMet fOr the MAT areas. That it, it appears

that prior td the HEEI training, ndne of training time grOtips differ

consistently in ovarall aA,erae classroom achievement oh the MAT;

Tables 13-16 p...-etent the MT data for each grade level and classroom

by amount cf teacner training time. Included Are NCE means and standa d

deviations, percentiles associated with the mean NCE and the number of

classroomS inClUdec: in each mean.

Given the small and differential ntMber of classrooms across the dif-

ferent training times, no statittital tests were conducted tc examine initial

classroom achievement differences across training times. Inspection of the

Classroom level data in Tables 13-16 suggests that the aChievement levels

do vary somewhat acrots classrooms (e.g., see Table 14, grade 3 data for

6-week claStrooma).

1 9



Table 1

Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire
Scales and Definitions

18

. Safe and OrdérlY EnVironment. There is an orderly, pUrposeful atmosphere

which is free froM the threat of physical harm; However; the atmospnere is not

oppressive and it cahdUcive to teaching and learning.

.:Elear_atttajltaLaja. There is a clearly articUlated mission of the

school thrOUgh chich the staff_shares an understanding of and a commitment to

instructiahal pals, priorities, assessment procedUres and accountability.

_ - InStructional-leadershio The prinCipal acts as the instructional

leader wiio effectively communicates the mission of the s6iool to the staffi_

parents and students and who:understands and applies the characterittics of

instructional effectiveness in the management of the instructional program of

th school.

. 144 Expectations. The school displays a climate of expectation in which

staff be ieves and demonstrates that students can attain mastery of basic skills

and that staff members have the capability to help students achieve such

mastery.

._OtaartuM-tv ta±Learn and Sllident Time-an-Task. Teachers allocate a _

signifiCant amount of classroom time to instrUttion in basic skills areas. For

a high percentage of that allocated time students are engaged in planned learn-

ing activities.

.
Frequent-Manitortng of Student Progress. Feedback on student academic

prggress is obtained frequently. MOTTFIE-Fs-sessment methods suth_at teaLher-

made tests; samples of student work; mastery skills checkliStSi Criterion-

referenced tests and nor6=referenced tests are used; The resultt of testin

are to improve individual student performance and also to improve the

instructional program.

Horne,Schaal RelatiOot. Parents understand and tOpport the basic mission

of the s-EFETiici are Made to feel that they have an important role in acniev-

ing this mission;

20



Table 2

Reliability Estimates for The
Connecticu: School Effectiveness Questionnaire

(Villanova, 1984)

19

Categories
Number of

Items

Alpha
Reliabilitiesa

Test-Retest
Reliabilitiesb

Safe and ch-dei-ly Environment 15 .E7 .85

C1ar SchdOl Mission 14 .90 .90

Inttructional Leadership 25 .93 .83

Expectations 12 .55 .69

Opportunity to Learn 12 .66 .74

Monitoring Student Progress 12 .77 ;67

Home/School RelationS 10 .89 .82

a N=423; data collected in 10 schools

N=60; data collected in one school
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Table 3

Connecticut School Effectiveness QuettiOrnaire
Response Percentages by School and AMount of HESI Training

SChOO1
Total
Group

Amount of
HESI Tratnils Total Nutter

of Staffa

_Response
Percentage

10 0

Hooker 35 20 11 4 41 85?;

King 56 28 7 21 62 90°:

Sand 37 23 8 6 37 100f;

TOTAL 128 140 91:,

aStaff include full-time teachers arid edminiStrators.

22



21

Table 4

COnneCtiC:it SchoOl Effectiveness_Questionnaire:
Spring 1984 Means and Standard Deviations by

Amount HES1 SUmmer Tra4ning

Hooker School

Characteristic

Total
Grour
R=35

Weeks of_HES_I Training

N=4
6

N=20
1

N=11

Safe and Orderly Environment X_ 2.:i3 3.06 2;85 3;03

SD .62 ;66 .64 .46

Clear School Mission 3.77 3.77 3.79 3.73
SD .55 .60 .46 .70

Instructioral Leadership 7 3.09 3.16 2.95 3.1b
SD ,64 .56 .80 .5E

High Expectations 7X- 3.09 3.15 2.99 3.06

SD .39 .45 .33 .25

Opportunity to Learn and X 3.38 3.42 3.35 3.27

Time on Task SD .45 .44 .48 .54

Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress X 3.56 3.49 3.63 3.67

SD .42 .52 .28 .07

Home/School Relations 7 3.06 3.10 3.00 3.00

SC .63 .66 .70 .28

23



Table 5'

Connecticut School EffectiVeheSt 0.0ettiOnnare:
Spring 1984 Means and Standard DeViations by

Amount of HESI SUMMer Training

Kir9 School

22

Characteristic

Total
Group
14=56

Weeks_ of HESI_ Training

6 1 0

11=18 N=7 N=21

Safe and Orderly Environment 7 3.18 3.22 3.34 3.07

SD .58 .68 .34 .46

Clear School Mission 7 3.71 3.75 3.72 3.67

SD .46 .47 .34 .51

Instructional Leadcrship r 3.18 3.39 2.86 3.00

SD .72 .70 .43 .76

High Expectations 7 3.12 3.17 3.06 3.08

SD .41 .43 .38 .40

Opportunity to Learn and 7 3.40 3.46 3.44 3.32

Time on Task SD .52 .59 .47 .47

Frequent Monitoring of Student X 3.51 3.53 3.64 3.44

Progrett SD .59 .52 .33 .74

...

HMe/Schoul k ions X 2.86 2.89 2.94 2.81

SD .54 .54 .45 .57

2 4
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Table 6

Conhecticut School Effectiveness Questionhaire:
Srring 1984 Means and Standard DeviationS by

Amount of wESI Summer Tr.:ninl

Sand School

Characteristic

Tbtal
Gt.oup

N=37

WOEKS Of HESI-Trainina

6

A=23
1 0

Safe and Orderly Ehvironment 7- 2.99 2;85 3.23 3.25

SD ;56 .52 .54 .61

Clear SchOO1 Mittibh X 3;74 3.78 3.79 3.51

SD .49 .55 .29 .40

IntrUtional Lez.::ership Y-__ 3.63 3.63 3.39 3;72

SD .42 .33 .57 ;43

High Expectations 7._ 3.05 3.10 2;77 3;23

SD .43 .40 ;44 .47

Opportunity to Learn and 77_ 3.34 3;33 3;17 3.67

Time on Task SD .39 ;37 .44 .20

Frequent Monitoring of Student T 3.51 3;59 3.32 3.45

Progress SD ;45 .42 .40 .63

Home/School Relationt 7 2;90 2.85 2.C73 3.02

SD ;41 .42 .46 .36
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A 4

U3

D2

;D 1

3eoup T 6 1 0

istic Safe ahd

Oedeely

Environment

T 6 1 0 T 6 1 0 T 6 1 0

Clear School Instructional High Expec=

Mission Leadership tations

T 6 1 0 T 6 1 0 T 6 1 0

Opportunity Frequent Home/School

to Learn and Monitoring Relations

Time on Task of Student
Progress

Figure 1. Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire means

of characteristics by training time group and grade

level: Hooker School
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Ac Safe and Clear School Instructional High Noec- Opportunity_ Frequent Ome/Sthool

Orderly Mission Leadership tations to Learn and Monitoring Relations

Environment Time on Task of Student

Progress

Figure 2i COnnettitUt Sth-01 EffertiVeoess Questionnaire means

of tharaCteriStiO by training time group and grade

level: King School
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Table 7

Ranked Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire
Characteristics for Total and Training Time GrouOt

Hooker School

Characteristica

Total
Group
N=35

_ Weeks of
_HESI Training
6 1 0

N=20 N=11 N=4

SC 7 7 7 6

CSM 1 1 1 1

LEAD 4 4 6 4

EXP 5 5 5 5

OPP 3 3 3 3

MON 2 2 2 2

H/S 6 6 4 7

SO = Safe and Orderly Environment
CSM = Clear School Mission _

LEAD = Instructional Leadership
EXP . High Expectations
OPP = Opportunity to Learn 4nd Tit-6 oh Task

MON = Frequent Monitoring Of Student Progress
H/S = Home/School Relatiunt
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Table 8

Ranked Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire
Characteristics for Total and Training Tire Groups

King School

Characteristica

Total
Group
N=56

Weeks of
HESI Training

6__ 1 0
N=28 N=7 N=21

SO 4 5 4 5

CSM 1 1 1 1

LEAD 5 4 7 6

EXP 6 6 5 4

OPP 3 3 3 J

MON 2 2 2 2

H/S 7 7 6 7

SO = Safe and Orderly Environment
CSM = Clear School Mission
LEAD = Instructional Leadership
EXP = High Expectations
OPP = Opportunity to Learn and Time on Task
MON = Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress
H/S = Home/School Relations
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Table 9

Ranked Connecticut School Ecfectiveness Questionnaire
Characteristics for Total and Trathino Time Groups

Sand School

Characteristica

Total
Group
N=37

Weeks of
HESI Training

6 1 0

N=23 N=8 N=6

SO 6 6 4 5

CSM 1 1 1 1

LEAD 2 2 2 2

EXP 5 5 7 4

OPP 4 4 5 3

MON 3 3 3 2

H/S 7 7 6 7

a--
SO Safe and Orderly Environment
CSM = Clear School Mission
LEAD = Instructional Leadership
EXP = High Expectations
OPP . Opportunity to Learn and Time on Task

MON = Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress

H/S = Home/School Relations
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Table 10

Ranked Connecticut School Effectiveness Questionnaire
Characteristics for HE:. SchoolS

Characteristica
School_

Hooker King So

SO 7 4 6

CSM 1 1 1

LEAD 4 5 2

EXP 5 6 5

OPP 3 1,., 4

MON 2 2 3

H/S 6 7 7

50 = Safe and Orderly EnVironment
CSM = Clear SChOOl Mission
LEAD = Insti-uctional Leadership
EXP = High Expectations
OPP = Opportunity to Learn and Time on lask
MON = Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress
H/S = Home/School Relations



Table 11

Summary of Metropilitah Achievemeht Test
Spring 1984 Data by Grade Level

Grade Math Read Language

2 NCE 47.3 46.1 46.6 48.2

44 42 44 46

Na 12

3 NCE 45.9 49.9 43.9 47.9

%ile 42 50 38 46

11

NCE 45.2 45.7 43.9 47.2

%ile 41 41 38 44

N 11

5 NCE 47.8 46.0 44.4 50.5

'Ale 45 42 39 51

12

NCE 49.0 48.6 46.7 53.0

48 47 43 55

N 10

aSample sizes represent humter of classrooms.
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Table 12

Summary_of Metropolitan Achievement Test__

Spring 1984 Data by Grade and Training Tire

6 Week_ 1 Week No

Grath: WA1 --1515- Read Language MR Math Read Language TOTAL Maa Reap anguage

2 NCE 48.9

We 48
Na 7

NCE 46.6

%l_1e 43

N 8

4 NCE 44.3

%ile 39

N 8

NCE 44.3

%ile 39

N 4

6 NCE 46.9

%i1e 44

N 6

46,8 48.0 51,8

44 47 53

51,0 44-3 47.9

51 39 46

45,2 43,2 45.6

41 37 41

44.7 40.6 46.2

40 32 42

46,2 45.2 51.1

42 41 52

aSample sizes represent number of classrooms.

37

45.1

40

5

40.8

33

2

48.6

47

2

55.4

60

1
3

45.0

40

44.7

40

43 2

37

46.5 37,7 46.1 51.0 47,3 53.5 52.0

0 28 42 51 44 56 53

1

47.6 47,1 45;8 51.5

45 44 42 52

3

47.6 43.8 52,9 49,8 46.4 47 1 52.5

45 38 55 49 43 44 54

6

56,1 52,9 57.1 51.0 51.0 47.8 55.3

61 55 63 51 51 45 60
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Figure 4. Metropolitan Achievement Test percentiles by
training time group and grade level: Total Score
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Table 13

Metrcpcitar Actieement Test! Total Score

SeMing 1964

37

Training
Time_

GRADE 2
6_ Weeks

(Ne7)

1 Week
(Nr5)

All_

Classes

Classrooms

tE F

NCE 7 46.9 423 55:1 52.2 49.8

NCE SD 4.1 13.0 14.4 14.2 25.6

Zile- 48 35 59 54 49

N(SS) (15) (22) (22) (8)

NCE i 45.1 36.3 12.0 50.9 46:5 49.8

NCE SD _7.2 27.4 12.1 .16.6 18.6 123

tile 40 25 35 51 43 49

N(S) (11) (24) (17) (19) (24)

NCE 7
None NCE SD

tile
N(Ss)

TOTAL NCE 7 47;3

GRADE NCE SD 5.7

(N=12) %ile 44

J K L

46.4 47.6 48.7

10.1 15.0 12.8
43_ 45 47

(23) (25) (20

Training
Time

GRADE 3

All
Classes

Classrooms

D -E I .1

6_Weeks
(N=8)

1 Week
(N=2)

NOne
(N=1)

TOTAL
GRADE
(Nr11)

NCE 7 46.6 31:6 440 59.0 23.8 51.7 487
NCE SD 11.1 14.1 12.2 _9;0 193 22:6 12.1

tile_ 43 19 3E 66 10 53 47

N(s) (E) (14) (9) (4) (25) (27)

NCE 7 40.8 36.2 45.3

NCE SO 6.4 7.5 11.3

tile 33 25 41_

N(Ss) (20) (17)

NCE 7 51.0
49.9

NCE SD 0
16:3

tile 51
43

N(SS)
(26)

NCE 7_ 45;9

NCE SD 9.9

tile 42

567 436
20.9 16.2
62 3$

(27) (20)

Training
--0 rn--a-s-s-roos

Time Clatet A B c D E F G -11- -1- J K

GRADE 4 NCE 1 44.3 34.5 39.7 36.3 54.1 51.1 39.6 48.1 41.8

6 Weekt NCE SD 7.8 9.7 7.7 20.7 16.9 192 14:8 17.4 14.5

(N4) tile 39 23_ 31 25 57 52 31- 46 34

N(Ss) (8) (22) (17) (25) (21) (23) (23) (24)

NCE 1
1 Week NCE SD

tile
N(Ss)

NCE 7_ 47.6 42.3 513 44.2

None NCE SD -3.3 17.1 11.0 14.9

(Nr3) tile 45 35 52 39-

N(Ss) (15) (21) (24)

TOTAL NCE 7 452
GRADE NCE_SD 6.8

(Nr11) tile 41

43



Table 13 (cont.)

38

GRADE 5

Training All_ Classrooms-

:Time Classes ABCD--EFGH i j K L

NCE 7 44.3 43.8 494 38.0 43.5

6Weeks NCE SE _3.7 22,4 _83 13.4 9:0

(N.4) tile_ 39 38 48 28 37

N(Ss) (19) (20) (15) (26)

NCE 7__ 48.6 46.4 SO.°,

1 Week NCE SD _3.1 _7.4 ICI;

(N=2) tile 47 43_ 51

N(SS) (6) (7)

NCE 7 49;8 45:6 47.6 51.2 481 52.3 45.4

None NCE SD 4.5 14:6 _8;3 11.1 17.0 21:1 _5.9

(N.6) tile 49 42 45- 52 46 54 42

N(Ss) (5) (17) (0) (16) (23) (9)

TOTAL NCE I._ 47.8
GRADE NCE SD 4.5

(N.12) tile 45

Training All Classrooms

Time Classes A 8- DEFG H I J K

GRADE E NCE 7 469 45.8 475 4C.3 44.0 44.8 50.5

6 Weeks NCE SD 2.:, 13.2 12.8 12.0 15.2 17.3 12.4

(N.6) tile 44 42 45 43 38 40 51

N(Ss) (21) (20) (27) (20) (20) (23)

NCE 7 55.4 55.4

1_Week NCE'SD 0 12.7

(N=1) tile 60 60

W5s) (26)

NCE 7 52.0 43.0 583 44.4

Nohe :_10E SD 6.5 9.1 170 _8;3

(Nil) tile 51 48 65 39-

N(Ss) (18) (27) (14)

TOTAL NCE 7 49.0
GRADE NCE SD 5;2
(N=10) Vile 46

4 4



Table 14

Metropolitan Achievement Tests: MathematiCS

3 9

Training All Classrooms

Time Classes
C 0 E-- F- --G H K L

GRADE 2 NCE r 46.8 41.8 50;6 54;8 37.7 46.2 47.3 49.0

6__Weeks NCE SD 5.7 12.1 18.6 19;9 19.3 ELS 14.7 16.1

(N.7) S11e_ 44 34 51 59 28 42 44_ 48_

N(Ss) (15) (22) (22) (8) (23) (25) (20)

NCE 7 45.0 37.9 39.8 54.3 47;3 46.0

1 Week NCE SD 6.2 26.6 14.4 21.0 14.3 11;3

(N=5) %ile- 40 28_ 31 58 44 42

N(Ss) (11) (24) (17) (19) (24)

NCE 7_
None NCE SD

N(Ss)

TOTAL NCE 46;1
GRADE NCE SD _5;7
(N=12) %ile 42

Training All Classrooms

Time Claiiet -A- 8 C J K

GRADE 3 NCE 7 51.0 347 461 61.1 37.8 55.2 49.9 73.5 45.5

6 Weeks NCE SD 13.9 15.1 12.8 168 22;6 22;7 34.6 24.6 14.6

(N=8) ;ile 51 23 42 70 28 59_ 49_ 86 41

N(Ss) (8) (14) (9) (4) (25) (27) (17) (20)

NCE ..x- 46.5 342 58.7

1 Week NCE_50 17.4 10.4 21;9

(N=2) %ile 43 22 66-

N(Ss) (20) (17)

NCE 7 473
None NCE SD _0

(N=1) Zile 44

N(Ss)

TOTAL NCE 7 49.9 47;3

GRADE NCE SD 13.0 12.1

(N=11) %ile 500 44
(26)

Training -All Classrooms

Time Clittet A 8 _CEF8111J
GRADE 4 NCE 1 45.2 35.1 36.0 43.4 58.3 47.5 40.8 50.7 48.0

6 Weeks NCE SD 8.1 9.1 9.6 16.2 16.2 20.7 8.7 17.2 19.0

(N=8) %ile 41 24 25 37 65 45 33 51 46

N(Ss) (8) (22) (17) (25) (21) (23) (23) (24)

NCE i
1 Week NCE SD

%ile
N(Ss)

NCE T 47.1 41.1 49.5 47.9

1 Week NCE SD 2.8 15.8 12.0 16.9

(N=3) %ile 44 33 49 46

N(Ss) (15) (21) (24)

TOTAL NCE 7 46;7

GRADE NCE SO 6.9

(N.11) %ile 41
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Table 15

Metrooclitan Achievement Test: Reading

4 1

Training __All Classrooms
Time Cl_asses A---BC- __D _EFG H x L

GRADE 2 NCE I 48;0 45.5 53.9 49.7 52.? 42.6 47.5 45:0

6_Weeks NCE SD 4.1 13.1 11.8 10.6 30.Z 12.6 13.5 10.6

(N=7) %ile- 47 41 57 49_ 54 36 45 40

N(SS) (15) (22) (22) (8) (23) (25) (20)

NCE T 44.7 33;5 44;4 50.3 48.0 50.7
1 Week NCE SD 9.6 21.8 12.2 17;7 159 15.4

(N=5) %ile 40 21 19 50 46 51

N(Ss) (11) (24) (17) (19) (24)

NCE X
None NCE_SD

N(Ss)

TOTAL NCE 7 48.6
GRADE NCE SD _6;13

(N=12) %ile 44

Training _All Classrooms
Time Classes

A 8_ D E

GRADE 3 NCE X 44.3 321 43.3 56.7 27.6 46.0 46.1 47.8 42.4

6 Weeks NCE SC _7;4 10.9 12.0 10.2 19.8 15.4 12.0 17.2 14.6

(N=8) %ile 39 21 37_ 62 14 42_ 42 45 35

N(SS) (8) (14) (9) (4) (25) (27) (17) (20)

NCE i_ 377 36.3 37.1

1 Week NCE SD _.8 _6.6 6.0
(N=2) Zile 28 29_ 27_

N(SS) (20) (17)

53.5 51;4
None NCE SD _0 19.1
(N=1) tile- 56 52

N(S) (26)

TOTAL NCE 1 43:9
GRADE NCE SD 7:5
(N=11) Yile 38

Traihing All Classrooms
Time Classes ABCD-E- T-GHIJK

GRADE 4 NCE 1 43.2 35.9 41.5 35.8 49.9 53.3 44.0 45.9 "38.1

6 Weeks NCE SD 7.0 7.4 5.3 14.9 14.9 12.6 10.9 16.8 10.7

(N=8) %ile 37 25 34 25 49 56 3 41 28

N(Ss) (8) (22) (17) 125) (21) (23) (23) (241

1 Week NCE 1
NCE_SD
%ile
N(Ss)

NCE T 45.8 43.9 50.0 41.7

None NCE SD 3.6 9.7 14.1 16.8

(N=3) %ile 42 38 50 34

N(Ss) (15) (21) (24)

TOTAL NCE 1 43.9
GRADE NCE SD 6.2
(N=11) %ile 38
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Training kll -Cl-a-t_srobms

Time ClaSSes A c o t F G

GRADE 5 NCE 7 40:6 41.5 44.7 34.1

6 WeekS NCE SD 3.0 144 12.5 12.0 10.4

(N.4) tile 32 34 40 22 32

N(Ss) (19) (20) (15) (26;

NCE 7 43.8 41.7 45.9

1 Week NCE SD 3.0 _4-.3 8.7

(Ng) tile 38 34

N(Ss) (6) (7)

NCE 7 47.1 41.5 45.6 483 48.4 54.6 43.S

None NCE SD 4.5 17.1 9.6 24:5 10.5 15.9 7.:

(N=6) tile 44 34 41 46 47 58_ 3:

N(Ss) (5) (17) (19) (16) (23) (E.:

TOTAL NCE Y 44.4
GRADE NCE SO 4.7
(N=12) tile 39

Training All_ C14tsrooms

Timie Classes ABCDEF- K

GRADE 6 NCE 7 45.2 45.7 46.9 43:6 43:5 43;1 48.2

6 Weeks NCE SD 2.1 14.0 13.7 11.9 11.8 16;2 15;7

(N=6; tile 41 41 44 38 37 37 46

N(Ss) (21) (20) (27) (20) (20) (23)

NCE 7_ 52:9 52.9

1 Week NCE SD -0 17.7
(N=1) tile 55 55_

N(Ss) (26)

NCE 7:: 47.8 48.1 53.6 41.6

None NCE SD 6.0 _9:9 13.1 6.6

(N=3) tile 45 46 56 34

N(Ss) (18) (27) (14)

TOPI NCE 7 46.7

GRADE_ NCE SD 4.1
:;ile 43



Table 16

Metropolitan Achievement Test: Language

Speing '964

4 3

GRADE 2

Training All_ Classrobms

Time Classes
A 8 C- ---D- E- F G H 1 J K L

Ntt I 51.8 38.8 59;9 51.4 58.3 52.5 47.7 53.3

6 Weeks NCE SD 7.0 18.1 18;8 14.2 31.5 14.3 18;1 15;2

(N.7) %ile 53 29 68 52_ 65 54 45 56

N(Ss) (15) (22) (22) (6) (23) (25) (20;

NCE i_ 43.2 34.7 40.9 46;2 46.5 52.0

Week NCE SD 9.1 72.0 15.9 13.4 21;4 15;4

(.1'5) %hie 37 23 33 42 13- 53

N(Ss) (11) (24) (17) (19) (24)

None

TOTAL
GRADE
(N=12)

NCE 7_
NCE SD
%ile
N(5s)

NCE 7
NCE SD
Zile

48.2
8.7
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Training All Cla-s-s-moms

Time Classes BCDEFG-44-
GRADE 3 NCE X 47.9 35.7 45.5 56;2 21;5 57;9 52.4 59.0 47.0

6 Weeks NCE_SD 11.1 :2.7 8.7 8.2 18.1 25.5 15.2 12.2 17.E

(N=8) %ile 46 24 41 61 8 64 54 66 44

N(St) (8) (14) (9) (4) (25) (27) (17) (20)

NCE 7 46.1 39.5 52.7

1 Week NCE SO _9.3 10.3 21.2

(N:2) Zile_ 42 30_ $5

N(SS) (20) (17)

NCE 52.0 52;0

None NCE SD _O 11;9

(N=1) tile 53 53

N(5s)

TOTAL NCE T 47.9

GRADE NCE A _9.8

(N=11) Zile 46

Training All Clc;sroors

Time Classes
A B C D f- G-

GRADE 4 NCE 1 45;6 36.0 43.8 37.8 55.1 54.7 40.4 48.7 43.2

6 Wedks NCE SD 7.0 12;9 11;7 23;1 14.4 16.4 15.7 18.7 14.3

(N=8) %ile 41 25 3e_ 28- 59 58 32 47_ 37

N(Ss) (8) i22) (17) (25) (21) (23) (23) (24)

NCE 1-_

1 Week NCE SD
Sile
N(Ss)

NCE I 51.5 4S.0 54;9 51.6

None NCE SD 3.5 16.9 14.6 11;3

(N,3) %ile 52 46 59 53

N(Ss) (15) (21) (24)

TOTAL NCE 1 47.2

GRADE NCE_SD 6.6

(N=11) %ile 44



Table 16 (cont.) 4 4

Training _All Classrooms
Time clae5

A B t E -C- H J K L

GRADE 5 . NCE 7 45:2 45.8 50.9 41.3 4E.E
6,Weeks NCE SD 4.5 12.3 14.8 _B.B 11.2
(N.4) tile 42 42 51 34 41

N(Ss) (19) (20) (15) (26)

NCE r 52.9 537 52.0
1 Week NCE SD 1.2 13.2 8.6
(N.2) tile 55 57 53

N(Ss) (6) (7)

NCE 7 52.5 51.0 52.0 50.6 521 60.7 48.6
NOne NCE SD 4.2 12.8 13.5 12.2 14.1 16.0 9.7
(N=6) tile 54 51 53 51 54 69 47

N(Ss) (5) (17) (19) (16) (23) (9)

TOTAL NCE 7 50.5
GRADE NCE SD 4.9
(N=12) tile 51

Training All Classrooms

VADE 6

Time Classrs
j J

NCE 7 51.1 48.7 52.5 52.8 49.9 50.1 52.7
6_Weeks NCE SD _1.8 16:5 15.8 15.9 14.4 12.8 130
(N=6) tile 52 47 54 55 49 50 55_

N(SS) (21) (20) (27) (20) (20) (23)

NCE T 57:1 57;1
1 Week NC: SD 0 120
(N=1) tile 63 63

N(SS) (26)

55.3 52.2 636 476
Ncie NCE SD 9.6 11.5 16.4 8.3
(N=3) tile 60 54 74 45

N(Ss) (18) (27) (14)

TOW... NCE 7 53.0
GRADE N:E_SO 5.3
(ri=10) tile 55
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CON,ZLUSIONS

This report hat 1) described and evaluated the planning thate of HES::

2) provided baseline inStructional profiles of the schoolt: and 3) summlrized

the descriptive, quantitative data from the Connecticut Schbol Effectiveness

Questionnaire and the Hartfo;7d citywide standardized tetting program From

the data, we have drawn Sevzal CbriClusions about the planning phase. We

describe first areas that CoUld have benefitted from additional attention,

and follow these with a Summary of the strengths of the propoted training plan.

Areas_c_f Weakness

L. _Description of the Cor.tant and_Goals of the Training. Teachers and

paraprofessionals for the mott part aro unclear about content and goals of

HESI summer training. They are uncertain and anxious about what Will be

eXpected of them as a result of the training; Most do not knoW why the par-

ticular training approach and ékpette have been chosen, although they are

aware that Hunter is a nationally known educator. Teachers knoW that they

Will be teaching this summer; paraprofeSsionals are unzlear about the range

of their responsibilities.

It might haVe been uteful to detail more explicitly the content and

goals of the project during the visits to the schools prior to the end

Of the school year; Although it WOUld not have been possible to answe: all

questions and reduce all ankiety, participants would have appreciated the =,

additional information.

2---Lack of Focus for ParaprOfessionals. We have mentioned para-

profeaSionals in the previous section; but choose to address them separately



as well.: They are rëcrë tc at.:end all of the training for teachers, yet

do not know cThat they will do with the informatiOn. Some paraprofessionals

are Unclear abOut their current role in classrooms (there is great variation

in what paraprofessionals do depending on the classroom teacher), and have

nti vition of What A different or improved role might look like. As one of

the atate goale of the project is to improve the quality of services th,

paraprofessionals provide to children some of the goals for them should

have been made explicit.

This group of participants seems likely to flounder as they try to figure

out what is expected of themi and then what iE possible in the context of the

specific classroom(s) in which they work. Without clarity, they will be most

dependent on the classro,_,m teexhers for direction at a time when most teachers

will be occupied with their own learning and the novel experience (for most)

of teaming with another teacher.

3. Parent Training. At a Task Force Meeting in March, plant for

parent training were presented anti received favorably. After 2Urther

consideration, the Project Coordinator decide& to alter the model presented,

however, by the end of oune there were no new plans for parent training.

As the training will take place in July and the trainers have been schedUled,

the lack of consensus on what parent training Should be it an immdiate concern.

Areas of Strength

1. Design of the PrOj-ett. .The plans for summer training and implementa-

tion during the 1984-1985 school year are an excellent blend of classroom

instruction:for etaff, clinical practice with substantial coaching, and then

opportunity to transfer the learning with additional coaching and support to

the actual school situation. The combination of experiences should provide
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staff members with the maximum opportunity to adopt new teaching

strategies and improve those alreaey in use. The inVOlVethent and

tiMUltaneous trainir....7 of teachers, principals and paraprofessionals should

increase their ability to Work together to improve the services provided

to children.

The selection of expert trainers should insure that the classroom

component for staff is of the highest quality. The opportunity for

teachers to then teach small groups of children, and for principals to

have only supervisory resvonsibilities (without the administrative

duties that accompany running a School) should prOVide bOth With the tithe

and enVironment in Which tc try out what they have learned. The close

Collaboratidn Of principals 8nd teachers has the potential tc foster

productive relationshiPs that can carry over to the school year.

A'oluntarv Participaticn. Although some individuals felt pressure

tc join HES1, by and large it is a voluntary project. This suggests that

despite feelings of uncertainty and pressure, participants who are involved

will be more likely to make a commitment to learning, than theY Would have

without choice.

3. EXtrinsic Rewards. Some participants have stated that they are

involved ih HESI in order to earn money and/or college credit; This should

not be taken to suggest that their motives are suspect or that they are

uninterested in the content. Teachers often spend their summers workina

or going to school. Providing incentives to staff in order to encourage

them to voluntarily engage in a constructive effort that they might not

otherwise choose, is a sensible approach to increaSing voluntary participation.
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5eIection of Trainers. The individuals who have been selected

to provide the formal training have reputations that suggest they will

provide high quality training. It is importaht that teachers and principals

are trained by the hest. Tod Often they evaluate in-service as only marginally

useful and often ill-prepared ahd pre8ente,-; with teachers and principals

committing ix eeks to this project; despite the salary and course credits,

it it CrUtial that the trainers be first rate. The experience and

reputation of the proposed trainers suggests that partiCipants will not

have many complaints about the formal HESI training.
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